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PUBLICEMPLOYEE unionization has grown so rapidly 
in the past decade that a greater proportion of public employees, as 
opposed to private sector employees, now belong to unions and 
associations. Membership in unions by public employees in the 
United States is rapidly approaching 5 million.' State and local gov- 
ernments alone account for 2% million union members. The federal 
government has more than 1 million employees who are union 
members, and public education has another 1 million unionized 
employees. All data indicates a continuing increase in public em- 
ployee organizing. 
GROWTH OF UNIONISM IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 
A few employee groups such as postal employees, teachers and law 
enforcement workers have had organizations with deep historical 
roots dating back to the 1930s, but their early development was very 
slow. The recent spread of unionism among government civil em- 
ployees and teachers, however, is a partial answer to the old question 
of whether substantial numbers of white-collar employees can be 
unionized. While it is true that much of the growth of public sector 
unionism has been among blue-collar employees, some important 
footholds have been gained among white-collar workers and profes- 
sionals. This is due primarily to the fact that teachers comprise the 
largest unionized group because they represent 25 percent of all 
public employees at the local and state Teachers are proving 
that they have power and are capable of using it to advantage. 
Nurses and social workers, particularly in the big cities, are now 
making demands and extending their unionism. In spite of legislation 
encouraging employees in public employment to establish collective 
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bargaining relationships, many groups of workers still remain outside 
the area of protected collective bargaining activity. The rapid growth 
of unionization among teachers, nurses, and social workers has all but 
hidden the union organizing attempts in the quasi-public employ- 
ment field. A quasi-public institution is one which is associated with a 
public endeavor but is a private corporate institution supported in 
part by public funds. The cultural institutions in New York, including 
the zoological societies, botanical gardens, museums, and libraries, 
come under this definition. One of the early efforts in Sew York to 
organize library employees and, in particular, the professional li-
brarian classification merits comment. 
The American Federation of State, County and Municipal Em- 
ployees (AFSCME) started an organizing campaign at the Brooklyn 
Public Library in early 1966.3 In autumn of that year, an election was 
conducted among two separate units of employees. The first unit was 
composed of all professional librarians except the major administra- 
tive officers of the library, The second unit was composed mainly of 
the clerical and maintenance staffs. While the union did not achieve 
the resounding results it had hoped for, it did obtain the required 
majority in each election unit. 
Immediately following the election the union asked for a procedure 
to be instituted which would facilitate dues collection among the 
employees and for a formalized grievance procedure. In January 
1967, a preliminary set of demands was submitted to the administra- 
tion in addition to requests for the dues and grievance procedures. 
These included the benefits which had been enjoyed by the long-es- 
tablished Brooklyn Public Library Staff Association: (1) use of library 
bulletin boards to publicize union activity; (2) use of the internal 
branch mail system to distribute union material; (3) distribution by 
the library of union literature and an application for membership to 
all new employees; and (4)use of working time and library facilities to 
conduct union business. 
The library resisted these requests because of the obvious en-
croachment that their granting would have on service to the public. 
Of equal importance was the fact that the granting of these privileges 
would, in effect, make the library administration an agent of the 
union in conducting union affairs, communication with members, 
and recruiting new members. During the negotiations it was particu- 
larly difficult to convince the union representatives that the union was 
not the staff association, but was instead a new entity which had a 
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separate and distinct legal relationship to the library and its employ-
ees. 
The Los Angeles County Public Library System became unionized 
in 1970. Both AFSCME and the Los Angeles County Employees 
Association (LACEA) competed for membership. LACEA won the 
right to be on the “Librarian” election ballot in a hearing before the 
County Employee Relations Commission (CERCOM). 
There were two classes of voters in the election: librarians and 
library assistants (library assistants were considered nonprofessional 
according to the County Employee Relations Ordinance definition). 
The three issues on the ballot were: (1) Should LACEA be designated 
as the library’s negotiating representative? (2)Should library assis- 
tants be included in the librarians’ unit? (Only librarians could vote on 
this issue.) (3) Should “no” organization be designated as the certified 
unit? 
There was an estimated turnout of over 70 percent of those eligible 
to vote-60 percent was necessary for the election to be valid. A 
strictly supervised secret ballot election was held under the auspices of 
the County Registrar of Voters. The unit chose LACEA as their 
certified “bargaining” representative by a vote of 234 to 33. The 
professional librarians voted 110 to 37 to include the class of library 
assistant in the librarians’ unit. 
Early in 1970 the work of hammering out the first union agreement 
with the Los Angeles County Librarians Unit began in earnest. The 
major point of contention during the long months of negotiations was 
premium pay for overtime. Finally, in November 1970, the first 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was signed. It was ratified 
by the Board of Supervisors on November 17, 1970, with the stipula- 
tion that the subject of overtime be submitted to factfinding. This 
issue was resolved, at least for the 1970/71 fiscal year, in February 
197 1 with the signed understanding, following the factfinder’s rec- 
ommendations, that: 
Not withstanding the provisions of Article IX of the Memorandum 
of Understanding for thg Librarians Unit, employees on the payroll 
as of November 17, 1970 will not be required to work on Sunday, 
except where such Sunday work exceeds their regular 40-hiour 
week, and on such occasions the employees shall be paid the 
premium rate for such Sunday work. Employees who may volun- 
teer to work Sunday as a part of their 40-hour week will not receive 
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such premium pay. Any person who has sincere religious convic- 
tion will not be compelled to work hours prohibited by his religious 
belief . 4  
Former County Librarian, William S. Geller, in recounting the 
development of the union, said, “California librarians could take a 
perverse pride, in that formation of the County Library bargaining 
unit was probably the most intransigent, bitter and longest ‘argument’ 
of all 50 units in Los Angeles County.”’ It was the last of all the units 
to reach agreement, a posture which caused county management to 




President Kennedy signed two Executive Orders on January 17, 
1962 in response to recommendations by the Task Force on Em- 
ployee-Management Relations in the Federal Service. As Ann Hol-
land states: “Executive Order 10988, ‘Employee-Management Coop- 
eration in the Federal Service,’ and its sister order Executive Order 
10987, ‘Agency Systems for Appeals from Adverse Actions,’ have 
ushered in a new era in employee-management relations in the 
Federal service as the first major policy change in fifty years.”6 
Executive Order 10987 recognizes that it is in the public interest to 
provide safeguards which protect employees against unjust adverse 
actions, and that prompt reconsideration of protested decisions will 
improve employee-management relations and promote the efficiency 
of the service. 
Executive Order 10988 proclaims that “participation of employees 
in the formulation and implementation of personnel policies affect- 
ing them contributes to effective conduct of public business,” and that 
“the efficient administration of the Government and the well-being of 
employees require that orderly and constructive relationships be 
maintained between employee organizations and management offi-
cials.’’ The order further proclaims the right of federal employees to 
organize. 
After several years of implementation under Executive Order 
10988, dissatisfaction with the order and its interpretations by federal 
agencies increased as collective bargaining units and agreements 
spread among federal employees.’ In September 1967, President 
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Johnson appointed a panel to study the operations of Executive 
Order 10988. The panel was to review what the program had ac-
complished and in what ways it was deficient. 
The report of the review panel, although never released officially 
by President Johnson, was issued in draft form as part of the 1968 
annual report of the U.S. Department of Labor. The report con- 
tained nineteen recommendations designed to respond to complaints 
raised during the public hearings and to influence the course of the 
federal labor relations program. 
Most of the recommendations of the review panel were accepted 
by a cabinet-level group established by President Nixon and were 
eventually incorporated into Executive Order 11491, effective Oc- 
tober 29, 1969. The main changes in Executive Order 11491 were: 
(1) the removal of authority from the agency head, (2) an attempt to 
standardize the federal labor-management relations system, and (3) a 
closer conformity of the system to that in the private sector. 
STATE 
Executive Order 10988 was issued in 1962 and had a noticeable 
impact on state and local government. By the mid-l960s, 
several states began to enact laws that showed the distinctive influ- 
ence of the federal model provided by Kennedy's order. The 
overwhelming majority of state statutes pertaining to public em- 
ployee relations have been enacted since 1965, and each year brings 
additional states into the picture, either through amendments or 
enactment of new laws.* 
The need for determination of state policy with regard to public 
employee labor relations is clear. The rise in union membership and 
in union militancy and strikes suggest that the need for policy 
response exists in all of the states. State policy is needed, preferably 
before the problems become more acute. In the absence of legislative 
guidelines, some administrators have entered into bargaining ar-
rangements which most experts would consider unwise.g Because of 
their naivete, they have permitted an unusually broad scope of 
bargaining, which may interfere with their abilities to manage. Most 
authorities agree that the preferred solution would be a set of 
guidelines developed after careful study by each state legislature for 
its specific situation. 
There are currently forty-two states which have enacted some sort 
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of law requiring or permitting either negotiations or consultation 
between governmental authorities and public employee unions.’O 
There are basically two policy responses that a state legislature may 
consider: (1) to adopt legislation for recognition without bargaining, 
generally known as “meet and confer” legislation; (2) to adopt legis- 
lation authorizing and regulating collective bargaining. 
The California public employees relations law is the Meyers- 
Milias-Brown Act, first effective in January 1968. The stated purpose 
of this legislation is as follows: 
. . . to promote full communication between public employers and 
their employees by providing a reasonable method of resolving 
disputes regarding wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of 
employment between public employers and public employee orga- 
nizations. It is also the purpose of this chapter to promote the 
improvement of personnel management and employer-employee 
relations within the various public agencies in the State of Califor- 
nia by providing a uniform basis for recognizing the right of public 
employees to join organizations of their own choice and be repre- 
sented by such organizations in their employment relationships 
with public agencies. Nothing contained herein shall be deemed to 
supersede the provisions of existing state law and the charters, 
ordinances, and rules of local public agencies which establish and 
regulate a merit or civil service system or which provide for other 
methods of administering employer-employee relations nor is it 
intended that this chapter be binding upon those public agencies 
which provide procedures for the administration of employer-em- 
ployee relations in accordance with the provision of this chapter. 
This chapter is intended, instead, to strengthen merit, civil service 
and other methods of administering employer-employee relations 
through the establishment of uniform and orderly methods of 
communication between employees and the public agencies by 
which they are employed.” 
The Neyers-Milias-Brown Act is a “meet and confer” law; Califor- 
nia is the largest state with it and operates without a labor board. 
Other provisions of the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act are that it does not 
contain a strike prohibition and it requires a sharing of costs between 
the parties for mediation. 
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“MEET AND CONFER” ZI. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
Although most states, when determining positive policies in public 
employee labor relations, have opted for a full collective bargaining 
approach, some solid support exists for the “meet and confer” rela- 
tionship. “Meet and confer” refers to a formalized relationship be- 
tween organized employees and public management whereby the 
employee organization is guaranteed the right to present viewpoints 
to public management, and management in turn has the duty to 
listen. Decisions in the area of terms and conditions of employment 
cannot be made legally without prior consultation with labor organi- 
zations. The final decision is unilateral on the part of management, 
however, and is not an agreement between the parties. 
As indicated previously, California is a “meet and confer” state. 
Legislation establishes procedures under which the employee repre- 
sentatives are determined. Once chosen, the representative has cer- 
tain rights. The public employer is forbidden by law to change wages, 
benefits or working conditions without first consulting with the em- 
ployee representative. If agreement is reached during this process of 
consultation, the two parties can put their agreement in writing. The 
agreement or Memorandum of Understanding is not effective, how- 
ever, until the legislative body acts by statute, ordinance, or resolution 
on subjects requiring legislative action. 
“Meet and confer” can give employees an effective voice in the 
determination of conditions of employment, particularly if they have 
an effective political voice that assures them of legislative considera- 
tion. “Meet and confer” also satisfies those who believe that collective 
bargaining undermines the prerogatives of management. 
Unions normally dislike this approach, believing that when they sit 
down across the table from management, they should have powers 
equal to those of management. The right of petition is not the same as 
the right to bargain. It takes two to bargain, but only one-manage- 
ment-to make decisions following consultation. The unions there- 
fore reason that as long as employees are supplicants they are in a 
second-class relationship. Because of union dissatisfaction with “meet 
and confer,” it can be anticipated that unions will continue to press 
for full bargaining status. It is therefore advisable to give some 
thought to the possible temporary nature of the “meet and confer” 
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relationship. It might be considered as an initial stage in union-man- 
agement relations.'* In  this case, it is advisable to avoid setting up  
conditions which might have to be undone if the relationship were to 
change to collective bargaining. 
Collective bargaining implies bilateral decision-making. Union and 
management discuss terms and conditions of employment, and they 
must agree to the same conditions. The  union voice in bargaining is as 
strong as that of management. A union refusal is just as final as a 
management refusal; either party has the power of veto over any 
proposal. 
Management is typically more comfortable in a unilateral decision- 
making posture. It is much easier to direct someone what to d o  than 
to sell him on the merits of the case. It is comfortable to know that 
once a decision has been made, one has the authority to implement it. 
With the advent of the unions and collective bargaining, however, 
management can no longer follow the typical textbook approach to 
decision-making about the determination of terms and conditions of 
employment. The  union wants to assist with decisions even though no 
assistance has been sought. 
Although it is often difficult for management to adjust to sharing 
the decision-making process, it is possible and it must be done. After 
all, management engages in bilateralism in many other decision- 
making areas. For example, buying property, equipment, or books 
are typically negotiated decisions: bargaining takes place between 
buyer and seller before a decision to purchase is final. Other examples 
are the increasing community involvement in the decision-making 
authority in the urban areas, and the student involvement in the 
academic sector. The  problem then, is management's understandable 
unwillingness to surrender historical rights and to bargain bilaterally. 
Management rights clauses are present in both private and public 
employment. Executive Order 1 1491 provides that all agreements 
shall state that the responsibility of management officials for a gov- 
ernment activity requires them to retain the right, in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations, to: (1) direct its employees; (2) hire, 
promote, transfer, assign and retain employees in positions within the 
agency, and to suspend, demote, discharge, or take other disciplinary 
action against employees; (3) relieve employees from duties because 
of lack of work or for other legitimate reasons; (4) maintain the 
efficiency of the government operations entrusted to them; ( 5 )  de-
termine the methods, means and personnel for conducting such 
operations; and (6) take any necessary action to carry out the mission 
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of the agency in situations of eme~gency.’~ In a bargaining situation, 
management must be prepared to present its demands; the union 
always presents its demands. Management may wish to have work 
practices changed or policies implemented that may be subject to 
bargaining. John A. Hanson has said that “collective bargaining is a 
two-way street, with management having as much right to make 
demands as the union.”I4 Management should take a positive position 
in asserting its demands. Regardless of management’s feeling about 
the collective bargaining process, it is essential that management 
prepare for and deal with it in a way which recognizes the right of 
employees to organize and bargain collectively, and which represents 
management effectively and retains its right to manage. 
DETERMINING THE BARGAINING UNIT 
Collective bargaining and “meet and confer” statutes provide for 
determination of bargaining units. A bargaining unit is a group of 
workers in a public agency who are represented by one union or 
eligible to be represented by that union. Unit determination is among 
the most difficult tasks in public employee labor re1ati0ns.I~ Decisions 
about the inclusiveness of a bargaining unit-the group of employees 
to be represented by one union under one contract-can be crucial. 
Essentially, a bargaining unit should be limited to those groups 
which have a community of interest in decisions concerning their 
employment.16For example, many laws, including the National Labor 
Relations Act, forbid the grouping of professionals with nonprofes- 
sionals unless the professionals vote for inclusion. It is most difficult to 
determine the scope of a bargaining unit in a typical government 
agency because of the wide variety of employment classifications, the 
many diverse services and functions, and geographically dispersed 
operations. By contrast, the decision is comparatively easy in private 
industry since the typical factory usually produces one or a limited 
number of products. 
There are some categories of employees which are restricted from 
union membership because of the confidential or other special nature 
of the duties. Examples of these employees who are excluded from a 
bargaining unit are personnel or industrial relations employees, con- 
fidential secretaries and assistants, administrative employees, and 
supervisory employees. 
Determination of the appropriate level of supervision that should 
be excluded from the bargaining unit is extremely important to 
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management. It is generally accepted that, if supervisors are loyal to 
the organization, their loyalty to the employee is compromised. Su- 
pervisors who are excluded from the bargaining unit which includes 
their subordinates are those whose duties differ from the duties of 
subordinates and include the rights to recommend hiring and firing 
and to handle grievances. 
A clear conflict of interest exists, posing many problems for man- 
agement, between the supervisor’s responsibility to perform the 
management function with regard to the employees and the mainte- 
nance of discipline, and membership in a union. If the supervisor is 
the president of the local union, with whom does the employee file a 
grievance against the supervisor? Can the supervisor maintain an 
effective supervisory relationship with a fellow union member? 
RIGHT TO STRIKE 
Historically, the union’s role: “in the private sector has been one of 
protest-against low wages, long hours, oppressive working condi- 
tions. The traditional instrument for protest has been the strike.”” As 
unions have become better established (often as a result of strike 
actions), collective bargaining has prevailed and the use of the strike 
has become more selective, for times when bargaining failed or when 
agreement could not be reached on the terms of a new contract. 
In the public sector, strikes have almost universally been held to be 
contrary to either specific statute, government policy, or the common 
law. Various penalties, including mandatory dismissal, fines, and 
occasionally prison sentences, have been imposed with increasing 
frequency since 1960. 
Despite the sometimes severe nature of the sanctions against strik- 
ing, strike bans have not been effective. Serious strikes have occurred 
in states with laws prohibiting strikes and providing for sanctions 
against strikers and their leaders.18 A number of factors have pro- 
voked this disregard of law. In some instances, bargaining agents and 
leaders have found it in their interest to suffer the consequences of 
the strike, exploiting the short imprisonment or payment of fines to 
make themselves “martyrs to the cause.” In other instances, there has 
been no disposition on the part of administrative officers to enforce 
the sanctions permitted by law. The major factor, however, has been 
the basic shortcoming in most of the existing legislation: its failure to 
provide effective legal machinery for the resolution of impasses. 
Public employee strikes have occurred and will continue to occur 
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with increasing frequency. A table entitled "Summary of State and 
Local Government Work Stoppages, by State: 12 Month Periods 
Ended October 1972 and October 1974" shows an increase of total 
work stoppages in the United States from 382 in 1972 to 471 in 1974. 
The total number of employees involved was 130,935 in 1972 and 
162,115 in 1974; the total number of days of idleness was 1,127,911 in 
1972 and 1,404,768 in 1974, representing a 24.5 percent increa~e. '~ 
There are clearly two opposing views with respect to public em- 
ployee strikes. Those who oppose a blanket prohibition on strikes in 
government argue that there cannot be genuine collective bargaining 
without the right to strike. Without the strike threat, public and 
private employers alike will realize that they have the upper hand and 
will not engage in real collective bargaining. Others consider it 
illogical and inequitable to deny the right to strike to government 
employees when it is not denied to employees in private industry 
doing the same work, such as hospital workers, transit workers, 
printing plant workers, etc.20 
Those who support the prohibition against all government strikes 
do so primarily on three grounds: ( 1 )  the fear that the principle of 
sovereignty will be imperiled by legalizing any strikes in government, 
(2) the difficulty in differentiating between essential and nonessential 
activities, and (3) the belief that the strike is an economic weapon 
which, in government, is not matched by countervailing power nor- 
mally available in private industry. 
Regardless of which view is more correct or appropriate, public 
employee strikes are extremely costly and inconvenient. They affect 
the delivery of services provided through a public agency and create a 
distortion of the political process, a major long-run social cost. The 
distortion results when the union obtains too much power (relative to 
other interest groups) in decisions affecting the level of taxes and the 
allocation of tax dollars.21 
In the event of a strike or work stoppage, public managers should 
attempt to reduce the vulnerability of the public employer. The strike 
should not be feared, but should be dealt with as positively as possible, 
with management analyzing the most effective ways of maintaining 
services while employees are' away from work, 
The first things management should consider are the various ways 
in which the effect of strikes by public employees can be mitigated. 
Careful contingency planning must be done. While there are limits to 
what can be accomplished through planning, certain things can be 
done, such as determination of emergency traffic patterns and park- 
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ing facilities to offset some of the consequences of a transit strike. 
Contingency plans to use neighboring hospitals may prevent disasters 
during a hospital strike. Automating the most critical functions 
before a dispute occurs can reduce the impact of a strike enormously. 
For example, many utility strikes today are hardly noticed by the 
public because automation permits continued service. Another ap- 
proach to lessening the impact of strikes deserves consideration. It 
seems evident that emergencies, and most severe inconveniences 
caused by strikes, can be avoided by partial operation of the struck 
facility. The goal of any partial operation scheme is to ensure per- 
formance of those functions essential to health and safety and the 
avoidance of severe inconveniences.** This condition of limited ser- 
vices would alsd apply pressure to both the government and the union 
to settle. 
Many library directors have had the experience of developing a 
contingency plan or a plan of operation in the event of a work 
stoppage. These plans are usually based upon certain management 
and supervisory personnel carrying out only very limited public 
service functions. All other library functions would cease for the 
duration of the work stoppage. 
PRODUCTIVITY 
The concept of work productivity is still an unpopular one to most 
people. A Harris poll conducted for the National Commission on 
Productivity “shows that 70% of the public believe that productivity 
gains benefit stockholders ‘a lot,’ but only 20% believe it benefits 
employee^."^^ Actually, the word productivity, with its emphasis on 
products, is probably a misnomer today. More than two-thirds of the 
nation’s work force is engaged in performing services rather than in 
producing goods, and the percentage of workers employed on the 
production assembly line is less than 2 percent of the total work force. 
In government, the percentage of those employed in services is 
certainly higher than the national average. Perhaps a more apt 
definition would include the concepts of improved managerial and 
employee performance and more effective delivery of service. 
As dramatically shown by the New York City fiscal crisis, this is a 
period of escalating costs, increased taxes, steady wage increases; 
there are a broadening of benefits and creation of new ones, and a 
trend toward public employees retiring earlier and living longer (with 
consequent strain on pension funds). At the same time there is 
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“taxpayer revolt” over the impact of these trends on their pocket- 
books. There are growing complaints about the services rendered, 
and widespread feelings that government at all levels is doing too 
many things poorly and at too high a price.24 
How can these attitudes and conditions be changed while coping 
with shrinking budgets? It can be accomplished through an analytical 
approach to productivity with emphasis on reorganization, compu- 
terization, procurement of new and improved equipment, scheduling 
changes, project management, budget reform, assignment of pro- 
ductivity targets and posting of periodic progress reports. Massive 
efforts are being undertaken throughout the country; if these are to 
be truly effective, however, they must involve organized labor-man- 
agement relationships. 
Improving employee performance will not be easy. As government 
units grow larger, the distance between the public employer and the 
individual employee increases. This contributes to alienation, frus- 
tration, and a feeling of being ignored and unappreciated. Since all 
change is unsettling and usually resisted, a successful productivity 
program requires the involvement of employees and their acceptance 
of the soundness and fairness of the approach. 
A spokesman for the AFL-CIO has charged that “the most fun- 
damental obstacle to real advances in public sector productivity gains 
has been the resistance of public employers to accept true collective 
bargaining.”25 Public management has held that it has an inviolate 
prerogative in directing the work force and in establishing conditions 
of employment. Proponents maintain that true collective bargaining 
brings about an understanding and cooperative attitude between 
employers and employees. Such an attitude establishes the appro- 
priate climate for discussions on productivity. 
Productivity bargaining is an element in bargaining dealing with 
methods for improving productivity. This may involve changes in 
traditional occupations, work jurisdictions, job rights or established 
customs. These become very sensitive areas since work patterns 
develop a certain tradition and become institutionalized as established 
practice. In Los Angeles County, after a five-year battle in the courts, 
the Joint Council of LACEA and Eligibility Workers Local 535 have 
made a significant breakthrough on the “past practice” issue. The 
197Y76 Memoranda of Understanding with the Child Welfare 
Workers and the Eligibility Workers units contain, for the first time, 
clauses relating to caseloads. These clauses limit management’s ability 
to assign caseloads and adjust workload.26 
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Another major difficulty to overcome if productivity bargaining is 
to be effective is the basic difference in approach to productivity held 
by management and by labor unions. Management typically views 
increased productivity as an alternative to service cutbacks and higher 
taxes. In a recent report to the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors,27 Harry L. Hufford, Chief Administrative Officer, cites a 
policy statement, in which the Committee for Economic Development 
called upon politicians, public managers, unions and citizen groups to 
make better performance a political issue and driving force behind 
the operations of these government organizations. In view of pre- 
vailing financial situations,28 which can be characterized by an excess 
of program requirements in competition for limited dollar resources, 
the mandate to government managers to accelerate and expand 
productivity efforts is clear. 
Conversely, the union position is strongly opposed to productivity 
bargaining as a budget reduction device. They feel that any gains 
resulting from productivity improvement must be shared. Unions 
believe that the worker should be in a position to recommend pro- 
ductivity improvements and that the motivation to do so would result 
from the knowledge that he or she will share in the savings. Unions do 
not advocate pay incentive systems, however, but rather seek to 
establish programs attuned to the needs and aspirations of the 
workers. Such proposals would include job enrichment programs 
aimed toward making the job more interesting, challenging, reward- 
ing, or convenient. Frequently where job enrichment programs have 
been emphasized, increased productivity results even if productivity 
had not been one of the stated goals of the program. 
How, then, can these two viewpoints be reconciled? Unfortunately, 
not all points at issue may be totally resolved and it is realistic to 
anticipate that new problems will replace old ones. Nevertheless, it 
appears that improved management skills and training in work sim- 
plification and measurement can provide substantial relief to the 
problem. 
Hufford’s report to the Board of Supervisors, mentioned earlier, 
recommends a productivity enhancement program in three areas: 
(1) productivity measurement,* (2) productivity awareness and train- 
*Appendix 2 of the report graphically displayed labor productivity index of the Los 
Angeles County Library System. It showed that library productivity increased an 
average of 3.7 percentiyear for the three-year period from 1972 to 1975. By compari- 
son, productivity increases in U.S. private industry have averaged 3 percendyear since 
World War 11. The library productivity index shows an uptrend, which demonstrates 
improvement and it establishes a basis for future evaluation. 
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ing at the supervisory and managerial level, and (3) work simplifica- 
tion and system improvement.2q The program is to be carried out by 
productivity review teams, which will employ survey techniques, 
specialized training and workshops, and employee and customer 
attitudinal surveys to accomplish the following: 
-Improve basic management skills, with particular reference to 
productivity improvement and work simplification. Performance 
evaluation skills will be strengthened to define levels of expectation, 
improve standards of evaluation, and handle productivity-related 
disciplinary problems, such as absenteeism and tardiness. 
-Identify targets of opportunity, that is, bottlenecks, methods 
problems, or opportunities for cost reduction, and assist the de- 
partment in correcting them during the survey. 
--Establish or refine productivity indexes and quality indexes. 
--Establish measure of program effectiveness and customer satis- 
fa~t ion.~" 
The program is designed to improve productivity in the departments 
being studied and (ideally) to save money. 
IMPACT O N  PERSONNEL FUNCTION 
The foregoing discussions on strikes and work stoppages and 
productivity have suggested the negative impacts on budgets and on 
service to users which can result from collective bargaining. The 
financial impact is obvious. The increase in wages and fringe benefits 
caused by aggressive union activity through the years has had a strong 
impact on city and county treasuries across the nation. The negotia- 
tions process is also extremely costly in terms of time spent in 
consultation, preparation, negotiation and the grievance procedure. 
A union attempting to gain popularity, for example, will defend 
everyone in a grievance action no matter how illogical or unjustified 
the grievance may be. Disciplinary problems will be carefully watched 
by unions, and members will be defended by union attorneys. Union 
membership will be considered by the individual employee in certain 
classifications as more important and more protective than civil ser- 
vice status. 
Various institutional procedures related to the personnel function 
are being challenged. Chief among these are the historic civil service 
system and "merit" pay inc~eases.~' Merit increases are believed by the 
unions to be based on subjective standards. This accusation is difficult 
to deny, and the result is that merit increases are frequently replaced 
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with across-the-board increases in each bargaining unit. The  union 
philosophy is that promotion should be based upon seniority rather 
than on merit or performance. 
Recruitment and selection techniques are carefully scrutinized by 
the unions. If these techniques and procedures are not of the best 
quality, union activity can be a healthy force for change, requiring 
local governments to undertake some basic reexamination of ele- 
mentary, but neglected, matters. 
Performance evaluations or  efficiency ratings and position classifi- 
cation are also controversial matters which are of concern to the 
unions. Civil service has come to be identified with the employer, even 
though its original purpose was to protect employees from the em- 
ployer. Thus, the many challenges by employee organizations of 
personnel practices typically the responsibility of the civil service 
system tend to erode and curtail the authority of civil service. The  
adversary relationship between the union and management in li- 
braries with sound adequate personnel policies will be less strained 
than in those libraries having outmoded, sloppy personnel practices. 
SCOPE OF PROFESSIONAL NEGOTIATIONS 
Professional negotiations sometimes present a problem unique to 
the public service. Frequently, professionals such as teachers, nurses, 
social workers and librarians seek to extend the scope of bargaining 
beyond a point recognized in School teacher organizations 
often attempt to negotiate what boards of education consider to be 
policy matters. The  teachers argue that many so-called policy deci- 
sions affect their conditions of work, and that as professionals they 
have a significant contribution to make in determining policy issues. It 
can be predicted that librarians, as professionals, will use the collective 
bargaining process to determine institutional policies at the bargain- 
ing table jointly with administrators, and that after the contract has 
been signed, both sides will carry out their part of the provisions 
under the contract.33 
FUTURE TRENDS 
This article has described many facets, conflicts and problems 
surrounding the union-management relationship among public em- 
ployees, with particular emphasis on library employees. In  research- 
ing the article, certain trends have become apparent; some discussion 
LIBRARY TRENDS 
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of the future direction of public employee labor relations is therefore 
warranted at this point. 
Public employee unions will continue to increase in membership. 
The extent of future organizing gains in the public sector will vary 
according to ~ c c u p a t i o n . ~ ~  For example, because of the demand for 
health services and the number of persons employed in these occu- 
pations, many unions will concentrate on the health service occupa- 
tions. Conversely, only limited increases will occur in public education 
because of the already high degree of organization by professional 
associations. 
The scope of bargaining in the public sector will continue to widen 
in future years. As the parties get accustomed to each other and 
become more sophisticated in the techniques of the bargaining proc- 
ess, more topics will be negotiated. Decisions affecting professional 
employees pose new problems for unions and public employers alike. 
Some formal procedure may be developed to allow professional 
employees a voice in important decisions. Collective bargaining will 
continue to expand among unorganized public employees. Where 
collective bargaining has already been instituted, the pace will 
intensify. 
The need for more expertise and training in employee relations 
must be stressed. Management must develop skills in labor rela- 
tions if other leadership efforts are going to be effective in daily 
operating situations. If reasonable union-management harmony is to 
prevail, means of reducing the effects of the adversary relationship 
must be found. It is not possible to generalize on how this can be 
accomplished. The key is in the attitude of the parties toward each 
other-a condition which varies from one agency to another. This 
condition can be as simple or as complex as good interpersonal 
relations. 
References 
1. U.S. Labor-Management Services Administration. Division of Public 
Employee Labor Relations. Summary of State Policy Regulations for Public Sector 
Labor Relations. Washington, D.C., U.S.G.P.O., 1975, p. i. 
2. Kassalow, Everett M. “Trade Unionism Goes Public,” Public Interest 
14:118-22, Winter 1969. 
3. Lewis, Robert. “A New Dimension in Library Administration-Nego- 
tiating a Union Contract,” A.L.A. Bulletin 63:455-64, April 1969. 
4. County of Los Angeles and LACEA. Stipulation of Agreement, Feb. 
5, 1971. 
OCTOBER, 1976 15 131 
C A R O L  E. MOSS 
5. Geller, William S. “Working with the Library Union-An Adminis-
trator’s Experience,” California Librarian 33:57, Jan. 1972. 
6. Holland, Ann. “Unions are Here to Stay” (Pamphlet No. 17). Society 
for Personnel Administration, 1962. 
7. Moskow, Michael H. Collective Bargaining in Public Employment. New 
York, Random House, 1970. 
8. Murphy, Richard J. “The State and Local Experience in Employee 
Relations,” In  Richard J. Murphy and Morris Sackman, eds. The Crisis in 
Publzc Employee Relations in the Decade of the Seventies. Washington, D.C., The  
Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., 1970, p. 16. 
9. Council of State Governments. State-Local Employee Labor Relations 
(R.R. No. 18).Lexington, Ky., Council of State Governments, 1970, p. 4. 
10. U.S. Bureau of the Census. Labor-Management Relations in State and 
Local Governments: 1974 (State and Local Government Special Studies NO. 
75). Washington D.C., U.S.G.P.O., Feb. 1976, p. 33. 
11. State of California. Dept. of General Services. Documents and Publi- 
cations Section. Government Code of the State of California. Sacramento, State of 
California, 1975, chap. 10, Q 3500. 
12. Council of State Governments, op. cit., p. 29. 
13. Holland, op. cit., pp. 22, 23. 
14. Hanson, John A. “How to Bargain in the Public Sector,” Public 
Management 57:17, Feb. 1975. 
15. Council of State Governments, op. cit., p. 15. 
16. Heisel, W. Donald. New Questions and Answers on Public Employee 
Negotiation. Chicago, International Personnel Management Association, 
1973, p.  13. 
17. Henle, Peter. “Some Reflections on Organized Labor and the New 
Militants,” Monthly Labor Review 92:23, July 1969. 
18. Ackerly, Robert L., and Johnson, W. Stanfield. “Critical Issues in 
Negotiations Legislation” (Professional Negotiations KO. 3). Washington, 
D.C., h’ational Assocation of Secondary School Principals, 1969. 
19. U.S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit., p. 73. 
20. Walsh, Robert E. Sorrq-No Government Today: Cnions v. Citq Hall. 
Boston, Beacon Press, 1969, p. 245. 
21. Wellington, Harry H., and Winter, Ralph K., Jr. The L‘nions and the 
Cities. Washington, D.C., Brookings Institution, 1971, p. 167. 
22. Ibid., p. 197. 
23. Zagoria, Sam. “Productivity Bargaining,” Public Management 55: 14, 
July 1973. 
24. Ibid., p. 15. 
25. Oswald, Rudy. “Public Productivity Tied to Bargaining,” AFL-CIO 
American Federationist 83:20, March 1976. 
26. County of Los Angeles. Memoranda of Understanding regarding the 
Child Welfare Workers and the Social Service Investigators employee repre- 
sentation units, May 1975. 
27. Hufford, Harry L. “Report on County Productivity Activities.” Report 




Effect on Management 
30. Ibid. 
3 1 .  Weiford, Douglas G. “Organizing Management for Employee Rela- 
tions.” In Kenneth 0.Warner, ed. Developments in Public Employee Relations. 
Chicago, Public Personnel Association, 1965, pp. 92-94. 
32. Heisel, op. cit., p. 48. 
33. Brose, Friedrich K. “Collective Bargaining: Can We Adjust to It?” 
California Librarian 36~37-47,April 1975. 
34. Moskow, op. cat., p. 288. 
OCTOBER, 1976 
This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
